tions which promote animal-based research would be welcome, especially as they are closely interrelated in complex ways, whilst perhaps seeming to want to convince the Government and the general public that they approach the questions raised by animal experimentation from a range of different perspectives.
For example, the Biosciences Federation (BF), the RDS and the MRC are members of the CMP, and the Institute of Biology (IoB), which may well merge with the BF in the near future, is a member of the BF, as is the MRC (in an associate capacity).
A brief look at the European level is also revealing. The European Biomedical Research Assoc iation (EBRA) is a member of the European Coalition for Biomedical Research (ECBR), as is the BF. The EBRA and the ECBR are both run from the same address as the RDS. Thus, the waste of resources and confusion which can result from having so many organisations with the same, or closely, overlapping interests, is not confined to the CMP and the RDS.
Consideration is being "given to establishing a new name and brand for the new organisation" to be formed by the merger of the CMP and the RDS. 1, 2 This provides an excellent opportunity for muchneeded greater transparency and honesty. Why can't it be made more clear that it is laboratory animal research that these organisations have been estab-lished to defend, promote and/or sell to the public? Surely, it should not be implied that those who do not support the particular policies or campaigns of these organisations are against biomedical research as a whole, just as not being in favour of the use of chimpanzees in research on AIDS does not indicate a lack of concern about the need to tackle the grave problem of HIV infection.
The organisations which focus on animal welfare are much more explicit about their aims. For example, who could doubt the objectives of Animal Aid, the British Union for the Abolition of Vivisection (BUAV), the European Coalition to End Animal Experi ments (ECEAE), the Fund for the Replacement of Animals in Medical Experiments (FRAME), the Humane Research Trust (HRT), the National Anti vivi section Society (NAVS), People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals (PETA), the Royal Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (RSPCA), or the Universities Federation for Animal Welfare.
The linear relationships which have developed among the organisations which promote animalbased research, can also be a cause for concern. For example, I have long been a member of the IoB, which is a member of the BF, which is a member of the CMP and of the ECBR. I do not wish to support the specific activities of the CMP or the ECBR, but what mechanisms do either the IoB or the BF have in place to take this into account? I will be sorry to see the end of the RDS, which has had a long and honourable record since it was established in 1908. 3 Its founder, Stephen Paget, defined its role as one of "defence and counter attack against the forces of unreason, whether activated by ignorance, perversity or malice", and some of its current members will undoubtedly consider that this role still needs to be played today. Its forerunner, the Association for the Advancement of Medicine by Research, was active as early as 1882, just after the passage of the Cruelty to Animals Act 1876, introduced as a result of the report of Royal Commission in 1875.
In closing, I recall that, when I attended my first meeting as a FRAME Trustee in 1979, the then-Chairman, Mrs Dorothy Hegarty, told us that preliminary discussions had taken place about a merger with UFAW. The three new Trustees present (out of a total of six) were horrified, and the subject was never raised again. FRAME is now approaching its 40th anniversary, and I am not aware that there are
